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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



This action is in response to correspondence filed 19 April 2007. 



2. 



Claims 1-2, 4-10, 12-18 and 20-29 remain pending. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

5. Claims 1-2, 4-6, 9, 10, 12-14, 17, 18, 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Brook (US 2002/0038320), in view of Call (US 
2002/0143521). 

6. Regarding claim 1 , Brook teaches a method for "retrieving a data value from a 
character stream" by processing a text stream and obtaining information for each 
character in the data (text) stream (p. 9, para. 227, lines 1-5 and 231, lines 1-4). Brook 
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teaches on performing a validity test on each character in the stream but does not 
clearly recite the explicit use of a data structure to store the characters by location (i.e. 
an array). However, in related art, Call teaches on this aspect. Call teaches the use of 
a data structure, an array, to store and index using integer values of character data (p. 
2, para. 0016). One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention 
would have found it obvious to utilize a data structure like an array to index character 
values as demonstrated by Call in combination with the character validation method 
taught and suggested by Brook. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to utilize a data structure like an array to promote easy organization and 
efficient execution of processing functions by way of easy indexing of character values 
(see Call, p. 2, para. 0016). Brook teaches the use of the computer language XML (p. 
9, para. 227). 

7. Regarding claim 2, the same rationale as utilized in the rejection of claim 1 
applies equally as well to claim 2, wherein Brook teaches on performing a validity test 
on each character in the stream but does not clearly recite the explicit use of a data 
structure to store the characters. However, in related art, Call teaches on this aspect. 
Call teaches the use of a data structure, an array, to store and index using integer 
values of character data (p. 2, para. 0016). One of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the applicant's invention would have found it obvious to utilize a data structure like an 
array to index character values as demonstrated by Call in combination with the 
character validation method taught and suggested by Brook. One of ordinary skill in the 
art would have been motivated to utilize a data structure like an array to promote easy 
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organization and efficient execution of processing functions by way of easy indexing of 
character values (see Call, p. 2, para. 0016). 

8. Regarding claim 4, Brook and Call teach on the aspect of wherein if the logical 
corresponds to a logically "TRUE" value, said data value represents a valid character 
(Brook, p. 10, para. 237, comparison against schema). 

9. Regarding claim 5, Brook and Call teach on the aspect of further comprising if 
each character in said character stream is valid, applying a predetermined set of 
syntactic rules to byte patterns comprising said character stream (Brook, para. 237, II. 6- 
15). 

10. Regarding claim 6, Brook and Call teach on this aspect in view of the above 
rejection of claims 1 and 2 wherein Call teaches the use of the data structure being an 
array (see Call, p. 2, para. 0016). 

11. Claims 9, 10 and 12-14 contain similar subject matter and are rejected under the 
same rationale as claims 1, 2 and 4-6, respectively. 

12. Claims 17, 18 and 20-22 contain similar subject matter and are rejected under 
the same rationale as claims 1, 2 and 4-6, respectively. 

13. Claims 7-8, 15-16 and 23-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Brook and Call in view of Zhao et al. (US 2002/0042707 A1), 
hereinafter referred to as Zhao. 

14. Regarding claims 7 and 8, Brook teaches the use of a wide range of fonts and 
styles but does not explicitly disclose the use of extensible markup language (XML) 
syntax. However Zhao teaches the analysis and format determination of extensible 
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markup language (XML) (see fig. 6, grammar packaging). At the time of the applicant's 
invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Brook's 
method to allow it to process XML documents as input, as taught by Zhao. It logically 
follows that the rules employed by Brook's character validation would be in accordance 
with extensible markup language (XML) also. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to be able to determine whether extensible markup language (XML) packets 
match the extensible markup language (XML) protocol definition at an increased speed 
over prior methods. Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Brook, Call and 
Zhao for the benefit of increased processing speed to obtain the invention as specified 
in claims 7-8. 

1 5. Claims 1 5 and 1 6 contain similar subject matter and are rejected under the same 
rationale as claims 7 and 8. 

16. Claims 23 and 24 contain similar subject matter and are rejected under the same 
rationale as claims 7 and 8. 

17. Regarding claim 25, Brooks teaches a character validation method comprising 
the steps of: retrieving a data value from a character stream (p. 9, para. 227, lines 1-5 
and 231, lines 1-4). Brook teaches on performing a validity test on each character in 
the stream but does not clearly recite the explicit use of a data structure to store the 
characters by location (i.e. an array). However, in related art, Call teaches on this 
aspect. Call teaches the use of a data structure, an array, to store and index using 
integer values of character data (p. 2, para. 0016). One of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the applicant's invention would have found it obvious to utilize a data 
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structure like an array to index character values as demonstrated by Call in combination 
with the character validation method taught and suggested by Brook. One of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to utilize a data structure like an array to 
promote easy organization and efficient execution of processing functions by way of 
easy indexing of character values (see Call, p. 2, para. 0016). Brook teaches the use of 
a wide range of fonts and styles but does not explicitly disclose the use of extensible 
markup language (XML) syntax. However Zhao teaches the analysis and format 
determination of extensible markup language (XML) (see fig. 6, grammar packaging). 
At the time of the applicant's invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify Brook's method to allow it to process XML documents as input, 
as taught by Zhao. It logically follows that the rules employed by Brook's character 
validation would be in accordance with extensible markup language (XML) also. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to be able to determine whether extensible 
markup language (XML) packets match the extensible markup language (XML) protocol 
definition at an increased speed over prior methods. Therefore it would have been 
obvious to combine Brook, Call and Zhao for the benefit of increased processing speed 
to obtain the invention as specified. Brook, Call and Zhao teach on the aspect of further 
comprising if each character in said character stream is valid, applying a predetermined 
set of syntactic rules to byte patterns comprising said character stream (Brook, para. 
237,11.6-15). 
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18. Claims 26-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brook, Call and Zhao in view of Jurion et al. (US 6,631,501 B1), hereinafter referred to 
as Jurion. 

19. Regarding claims 26-29, the combination of Brook, Call and Zhao as outlined in 
the above rejections teaches upon the aspects of character stream parsing and 
performing validity tests upon the parsed characters but does not clearly teach upon the 
aspect wherein the parsed characters are tested to be "base" characters, "digit" 
characters and "extender" characters. While Brook, Call and Zhao do teach upon the 
usage of characters in general, nothing is explicitly recited to classify these characters 
into general groups (i.e. base, digit and extender). However, in related art, Jurion 
teaches the automatic and replacement of characters wherein characters are tested on 
their validity within a group or string of characters to determine whether a character 
within the string is appropriate, or valid. Jurion teaches that the characters analyzed 
can be of a plurality of different types of characters which would implicitly include "base" 
characters, "digit" characters, and "extender" characters as claimed by applicant and 
therefore one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention would 
have found it obvious to test the validity of characters utilizing aspects taught by Jurion, 
specifically the use of base, digit, and extender characters (col. 3, lines 8-18). One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to utilize the teachings of Jurion in 
combination with the teachings of Brook, Call, and Zhao in order to check the 
syntactical rules of character streams correctly and efficiently as provided by Jurion as a 
necessary need in the art of simple character validation (see Jurion, col. 2, II. 41-52). 
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Response to Arguments 

20. Applicant's arguments filed 19 April 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Claims 1-2. 4-6. 9. 10. 12-14. 17. 18 and 20-22 

21 . Applicant argues with respect to exemplary claim 1 that none of the cited 
references teaches or suggests "wherein said validity is determined according to a 
logical combination of a plurality of status values in said member of said data structure" 
and specifically that the cited references to not teach how the validity is determined. 
Examiner respectfully disagrees with the applicant. Taking broadest reasonable 
interpretation of the claim language, it is best understood that a character's validity is 
determined based on a logical combination made with at least one of a plurality of 
status values. The combination of Brook and Call teach on this limitation's aspects 
wherein Brook is relied upon for teaching validity testing in paragraph 0231 on page 9 
wherein Brook teaches the parsing of a stream of characters, in this case a stream of 
XML characters, and the characters are tested for well-formedness which is deemed 
within the scope of the broadly claimed "validity" test. Call is relied upon for teaching on 
the aspect of utilizing a data structure to store characters by location (i.e. an array) as 
taught on page 2, paragraph 0016. As mentioned in the rejection, one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the applicant's invention would have found it obvious to utilize a 
data structure like an array to index character values as demonstrated by Call in 
combination with the character validation method taught and suggested by Brook. 
Therefore, claim 1 is not deemed patentable over the prior art of record. 
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Claims 7-8. 15-16 and 23-29 

22. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 25 and 26 wherein the applicant 
argues that the examiner has failed to properly establish a prima facie showing of 
obviousness with respect to claims 25 and 26 has been considered but is moot in view 
of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

23. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Howard et al. (US 7,197,769 B2) teaches methods and systems for screening input 
strings intended for use by web servers. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Benjamin A. Ailes whose telephone number is (571)272- 
3899. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 6:30-4, IFP Work Schedule. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be reached on (571)272-3868. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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ANDREW CALDWELL 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



